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in Japan in appreciation of U.S. assistance after
the Hanshin earthquake.]

The President. We’ll hang this in the White
House as a constant reminder about this.

NOTE: The President’s 98th news conference
began at 4:40 p.m. at Dalhousie University. Prime
Minister Murayama spoke in Japanese, and his re-
marks were translated by an interpreter. In his
remarks, the President referred to Minister of
International Trade and Industry Ryutaro
Hashimoto of Japan.

Statement on the Resignation of Admiral William O. Studeman as
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence
June 15, 1995

With regret at his departure but gratitude for
his 32 years of service to our country, I have
today accepted the resignation of Admiral Wil-
liam O. Studeman as Deputy Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence.

Throughout an extraordinary and exemplary
career, Admiral Studeman has done honor to
his uniform. He rose through the ranks of the
Navy, serving as a career intelligence officer,
Executive Assistant to the Vice Chief of Naval
Operations, Director of Long Range Planning,
and ultimately, the 53d Director of Naval Intel-
ligence.

The practical and profound expertise Admiral
Studeman developed in intelligence has served
him and our Nation well in two critical assign-
ments, Director of the National Security Agency
and then Deputy Director of Central Intel-
ligence. Within the intelligence community, in
Congress, and throughout the executive branch,
he earned a reputation for integrity, collegiality,
and competence of the highest order.

As Deputy Director of Central Intelligence,
Admiral Studeman served two Presidents and
three Directors of Central Intelligence. On two
extended occasions, he took on the responsibil-
ities of Acting Director. I am especially grateful

for the continuity and leadership he provided
to the entire intelligence community in a time
of great change. Admiral Studeman helped
begin the difficult but vital task of transforming
the community to meet the new challenges of
the post-cold-war world. He led efforts to
streamline our intelligence agencies while mak-
ing sure that they maintained the unique infor-
mation advantage the United States must have
in meeting threats to our security and pros-
perity. The many initiatives he took and innova-
tions he made have set a strong foundation for
the intelligence community as we move into the
21st century.

Admiral Studeman has offered to stay on the
job during the coming weeks pending his suc-
cessor’s confirmation, an offer I have gratefully
accepted. In the years to come, I know and
expect that Admiral Studeman will make his
voice heard as we continue to adapt the intel-
ligence community to the demands of a new
era.

Bill Studeman has dedicated his professional
life to making the American people safer and
more secure. Today, on behalf of all Americans,
I thank him.

The President’s News Conference in Halifax
June 16, 1995

The President. I’d like to begin my statement
with an American issue. I want to congratulate
Salt Lake City on their successful pursuit of
the Olympics in 2002. This will be an historic

event for Salt Lake City—[applause]—there was
good applause there, maybe a native or two
back there. It’s a great event for Salt Lake City.
They sought the Olympics many times over the
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last several years, and I congratulate them. It’s
a great thing for the Western part of the United
States and, indeed, for our whole country.

I want to particularly congratulate Governor
Mike Leavitt; the mayor of Utah—of Salt Lake
City, Dee Dee Corradini; and Tom Welsh, the
president of the Salt Lake City Bid Committee,
for their efforts and a job well done.

From the beginning of our administration I’ve
worked hard to make the global economy work
for the American people. We live and work in
a global market. Our living standards depend
upon our ability to compete and to keep one
step ahead of economic change.

In the past 21⁄2 years, we have fought at home
for a comprehensive economic strategy that
would create jobs and lift the incomes of our
people, focusing on reducing the deficit but in-
vesting in our people, in their education and
their future. My new budget proposal continues
to reflect these priorities.

At the same time, we have worked to open
more markets around the world to our products
in free and fair competition from others,
through NAFTA, GATT, our work with the
Asian-Pacific countries and with the countries
of the Americas. We’ve also worked hard to
encourage the global trend toward market de-
mocracy in the former Communist countries.

I am pursuing this strategy, above all, for one
reason: to renew the promise of America in
the 21st century. But I also want to preserve
the leadership of America as a force for peace
and freedom, for democracy and prosperity.

This G–7 meeting has moved us a step closer
to these goals. We’ve taken concrete steps to
strengthen the international financial system,
something we promised to do last year in
Naples. And let me give you one and perhaps
the most important example.

Earlier this year, we in the United States were
confronted with a serious financial crisis in Mex-
ico. It posed a risk to markets throughout the
world, and it certainly threatened our own eco-
nomic health as well as our long-term relation-
ships with Mexico, involving a number of other
issues. We led the effort to stabilize Mexico,
and from all signs, it seems to be working. Presi-
dent Zedillo and his team have worked hard
to live within the discipline the markets have
imposed and to move Mexico to a brighter and
better future.

But we learned two important lessons in deal-
ing with the Mexican crisis. First, the world

clearly needs better tools to identify problems
like this so that they can be prevented, and
second, the international system must have a
stronger way of resolving these crises once they
do occur.

We were fortunate in the Mexican instance
that the United States had access to a fund
which could permit us to make some guarantees
and move to put together an international ap-
proach to this problem. But the U.S. will not
be able to be the lender of last resort in other
crises of this kind. So here in Halifax, we have
begun to forge the tools to deal with these kinds
of problems in the future.

We agreed to create an early warning system
that will sound the alarm when nations begin
to encounter real problems, before the severity
of the Mexican crisis develops. We call for early
and full disclosure of critical monetary and fi-
nancial information. We’ll establish tougher re-
porting standards for nations so that markets
will react more quickly and nations will be
pressed to implement sound policies in a timely
manner. This may be the best discipline for
preventing future crises.

When these problems do occur, we must re-
spond decisively. And leaders of the G–7 have
taken crucial steps toward that end. We’ve called
upon the International Monetary Fund to estab-
lish a new mechanism to ensure that we can
act swiftly when one nation’s economic crisis
threatens the world economy. We propose to
double the funds available for this purpose to
more than $50 billion from those nations with
a stake in a stable international financial system.
That will require loans from the United States
which must be authorized by Congress. I know
a lot of you are thinking about that, but they
are scored as cost-free to the American tax-
payers, because they’re viewed as risk-free be-
cause they go to the international institutions.

The G–7 leaders have also agreed that the
international financial institutions, the World
Bank, the IMF, and the agencies of the United
Nations, must continue on a path of reform.
These institutions have served us well for half
a century. We will continue to support them,
but they must adapt for a new era. We put
forward new principles that will focus their work
on addressing vital human needs: the alleviation
of poverty, supporting private sector develop-
ment, promoting sustainable development, envi-
ronmental protection alongside economic
growth. The resulting economic growth will bol-
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ster democracy and stability in developing na-
tions and, of course, create future markets for
American exports.

The leaders at Halifax are also discussing new
security threats that no nation should face alone.
And we’ll have more to say about that tomorrow.
But let me say we have agreed that the G–
7 must work together far more energetically and
comprehensively to counter the growing dangers
posed by terrorists, international criminals, nu-
clear smugglers, and drug traffickers. We must
cooperate more closely to counter terrorism and
criminal activities sponsored by states, groups,
and individuals. These are among the foremost
challenges of the post-cold-war world.

These are issues which affect the lives of the
American people in a very direct way. How we
deal with them, whether and how we strengthen
the international financial system and reform its
institutions and how we fight challenges like ter-
rorism will in no small way determine our citi-
zens’ future prosperity and security, how they
feel about themselves and the future their chil-
dren will enjoy.

To create new high-wage jobs, to raise in-
comes, to expand economic opportunity, the
United States must continue to lead, even as
we work hard on these matters at home. We
cannot—I will say again—we cannot walk away
from our global leadership responsibilities. In
Halifax we’ve taken another solid step along that
road. It will make the economy work better
for the American people, and I believe it will
help us to prevent future Mexicos and to deal
with those crises in a much more effective way
when they do occur.

Bosnia
Q. Mr. President, the United States has told

the United Nations that for budgetary reasons
it could not be counted on to pay the lion’s
share for a rapid response force in Bosnia. My
question is, can a rapid response force in Bosnia
be effective without the major financial backing
of the United States?

The President. Yes. I’d like to review for a
moment how that decision was made, however.
I want to begin by saying I strongly support
the rapid reaction force. It will give some mus-
cle, some support, some security to the United
Nations troops there. It will be staffed primarily
by the British and French, with contributions
from other countries that are on the ground
there. It will have the mission of preserving

the integrity of the U.N. force, being able to
rush in and help to redeploy them when nec-
essary, to support them in fulfilling their mis-
sion, and to take the necessary action if they
are under threat. This offers the promise of
making the U.N. mission more effective. I
strongly support it.

Because the financing of this would have to
be, obviously, approved by the Congress, I con-
sulted with the Senate majority leader and with
the Speaker of the House. And because Presi-
dent Chirac was in Washington, he went by
to see them as well. They sent me a letter
saying that they supported the concept of the
rapid reaction force and they understood why
President Chirac wanted a vote in the United
Nations right now, because things are pretty
tense in Bosnia and because he was coming
here, and that they would certainly understand
if I voted for the resolution in the United Na-
tions but that in the absence of appropriate and
thorough congressional consultations, they could
not agree to pay for it through an assessment.

So Ambassador Albright last night was able
to get a modification of the resolution which
simply leaves open the method by which the
rapid reaction force will be funded, either
through assessments or through voluntary con-
tributions. We and others have made several
voluntary contributions to the United Nations
in the past for other important missions.

I believe the United States should pay a share
of this. I will support that, and I will do my
dead-level best to argue that case in Congress.
This rapid reaction force gives these countries
the power that they have lacked to protect their
troops and to preserve the honor of their coun-
try and to pursue the U.N. mission in a way
they have not been able to since they have be-
come more vulnerable to being taken as hos-
tages.

Yes.
Q. Mr. President, how much are you ham-

strung in the discussions on Bosnia here at the
summit by the fact that you can’t make a firm
commitment on U.S. support for the rapid reac-
tion force and the fact that the United States
does not have troops on the ground in Bosnia?

The President. Well, I have made some firm
commitments for support. We have promised
some equipment. We have promised some stra-
tegic lifts. We have promised the kind of air
cover which we have given to other U.N. mis-
sions.
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The United States has spent a lot of money
and provided a lot of support to the United
Nations mission in Bosnia, through NATO,
through participating in the humanitarian airlifts,
which are now by far the largest humanitarian
airlifts in history. I urge you to remember that
not only has the death rate gone way, way down
in the last 2 years, but there are now about
2.8 million Bosnians dependent upon the hu-
manitarian aspect of this mission. Just because
it hasn’t succeeded in ending the war does not
mean it has been a total failure in keeping peo-
ple alive while we search for a political solution.

So I was able to make those commitments
based on the resources we have now. And I
have made it clear from the beginning that we
would not be involved with ground troops in
this U.N. mission. I have made it clear the cir-
cumstances under which we would help our
NATO partners and our U.N. partners to with-
draw or to help them if they were in a terrible
emergency. And I think that everyone under-
stands that and is more or less not only rec-
onciled to it but supportive of it.

This is something that the Europeans wanted
to take the lead on and decided to take the
lead on before I became President. And we
have taken, I think, a very vigorous and aggres-
sive position through NATO. But I do not be-
lieve the United States should send ground
forces into the U.N. mission as it is constituted,
and I certainly don’t believe we should send
our ground forces into some sort of combat situ-
ation in Bosnia.

Our vital interests, I will reiterate, are in
keeping the conflict from spreading. That’s why
we do have forces in the Former Yugoslav Re-
public of Macedonia. That’s why we have
worked very hard to see that Bosnia and Croatia
have an agreement which has shut down a big
part of the war. In minimizing the human loss,
in supporting our NATO allies, and preserving
the integrity of this operation, we have done
everything we could to those ends. I do not
believe that this is a situation which warrants
the introduction of America’s ground forces.

Federal Budget
Q. You mentioned your budget, and it has

been out for a little while now. It seems to
be garnering more support from Ross Perot than
some of your fellow Democrats. What is going
on?

The President. First of all, I think that—I
think there are two things going on. First, I
think the Democrats are still in the position
where the Democrats in Congress do not have
to offer an alternative. And a lot of them could
not possibly have had the opportunity to study
this budget resolution in any detail. And frankly,
there are some political feelings among some
of our Democrats which are entirely understand-
able. I mean, they’re—so what some of them
are saying is, ‘‘Look, the Republicans won the
Congress with a ‘just say no’ position. They re-
fused to participate in deficit reduction. They
put forward a health care plan and then walked
away from their own plan. And they were re-
warded somehow as the party that was respon-
sible on the economy and health care and other
things with a ‘just say no,’ organized, heavily
financed attack, attack, attack, attack position.
Why shouldn’t we do the same thing?’’

My answer to them is we may have failed
to communicate to the American people that
what we did was good for the United States
in the last 2 years, that we would have a bal-
anced budget today were it not for the interest
we have to pay on the debt run up in the
12 years before I showed up, but our job is
to do what’s right for America. And the Presi-
dent, particularly, is in a different position.

I thought that I owed it to the country and
to the Republicans to give them the opportunity
to make their budget proposal first. I always
said to the American people that we could not
balance the budget without reducing the rate
of growth of health care expenditures, but we
ought not to be cutting services to elderly peo-
ple who needed it. What we ought to be doing
is reforming health care. My proposal reflects
that. I think I have done the responsible thing.
And I hope, as time goes on, I’ll be able to
persuade more and more Democrats and Re-
publicans that I did the right thing. And I thank
Mr. Perot for his support.

Yes.

Bosnia
Q. Mr. President, back on Bosnia for a mo-

ment, sir. Despite your support for the peace-
keeping forces, the U.N. peacekeeping forces
in Bosnia, are you at all moved by the appeal
made at the White House the other day by
Bosnian President Haris Silajdzic, who called the
arms embargo an instrument of genocide? How
do you answer him when he asks, ‘‘Why won’t
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the U.S. let the Bosnian Muslims defend them-
selves?’’

The President. First of all, the arms embargo
would be an instrument of genocide if the U.N.
mission weren’t keeping more people alive. In
1992, 130,000 civilians, more or less, died in
Bosnia. In 1994, the best figures we have indi-
cate that fewer than 3,000 people died.

When NATO was working with the U.N., we
were able to create some safe areas around Sara-
jevo and the eastern enclaves which have since
been eroded by the taking of U.N. hostages.
But that’s why the rapid reaction force is so
important, to put some real steel back into the
U.N. mission.

On principle, you know that the sympathies
of the United States are with the Bosnian Gov-
ernment, and more strongly than some of our
allies feel. But the question is, will this thing
ever be settled on the battlefield? I think the
answer to that is no. If that’s true, shouldn’t
we support the Bosnian Government’s position
that it has accepted the Contact Group proposal,
do everything we can to strengthen the U.N.,
keep as many people alive as possible, not allow
an erosion of their territorial position insofar
as we can prevent it, and keep pushing for a
diplomatic settlement? That’s what I believe is
the best thing to do.

Lifting the arms embargo cannot be seen in
an isolated circumstance. And I want you all
to consider this. This is not an example where
you can just kick the can down the road; this
is the most complex problem in foreign policy
today. If the United States—first of all, our Eu-
ropean allies simply disagree with lifting the
arms embargo. If we were to lift the arms em-
bargo unilaterally, what would happen? The
U.N. mission would immediately collapse and
withdraw. We would have immediate respon-
sibilities to send our people in to help them
withdraw if they asked for it and needed it.

After that happened, then what happens?
There are a lot of people in the United States,
including many in Congress in both parties, who
say, ‘‘That is no concern of ours; all they have
asked us for is to lift the arms embargo and
let the arms flow in there.’’

But I ask you: If the United States—if the
United States cratered the U.N. mission by a
unilateral lift of the arms embargo and then
the lift of the arms embargo did not produce
the military results on the ground that the Bos-
nian government hoped and if, instead, they

began to lose more territory and more and more
people started to die because of our unilateral
action ending the U.N. mission, what would we
do then? The chances that we would be drawn
in are far greater than that the United States
could walk away from an even greater mess
that we had created all by ourselves with our
European allies pleading with us not to do it.

Therefore, I will say again, if the U.N. mission
does fail, if our allies decide to leave, I would
strongly support lifting the arms embargo. It’s
the best alternative at that moment. But I can-
not in good conscience support a unilateral lift
of the arms embargo when the British and the
French and the others are willing to say, ‘‘We’ll
send more troops there; we’ll stiffen our capacity
to keep the peace and to work for the peace.’’
I cannot do that.

Yes.
Q. Mr. President, how can you push for a

diplomatic settlement if every proposal that’s
been made, including the U.S.-backed proposal
to give half the country to the Serbs, is rejected
by the Serbs? What ideas are out there? There’s
nothing going on; there’s no diplomatic initiative
in the air right now. So what do you mean
when you say push for a diplomatic settlement?

The President. There’s nothing—there will
never—they will not make peace, sir, until they
get tired of fighting each other. I agree with
that. Now, that is also true of Northern Ireland.
How long has this war been underway? Four
years. How long has this peacekeeping initiative
been underway? A little less time than that.
How long did they fight in Northern Ireland
before they began to do what they’re doing
now? Twenty-five years. How long have they
been fighting in the Middle East? Over four
decades before we made the progress we’re
making now. You cannot simply say, given—
how deeply rooted are the conflicts between
the Bosnians of—that are Serbian, Croatian, and
Muslim? At least, at least going back to the
11th century.

So I say to you, there is nothing great going
on right now. What is the answer? To do some-
thing else that might make it worse? Or to try
to minimize human life, ensure that it doesn’t—
the loss of human life—ensure that it doesn’t
spread, and keep working for what I think is,
based on the historical evidence, the only way
fights of this kind ever get settled, which is
when they—people decide that’s it’s better for
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them to make a deal than to keep killing each
other.

Yes.
Q. Mr. President, it is the President of France

who has pushed the hardest on the rapid reac-
tion force, and he has described it in terms
of, ‘‘We can’t be humiliated.’’ These terms sort
of harken back to the Vietnam quagmire, if
you’ll forgive that word, and I was hoping that
you could outline exactly what you think the
mission is—would be of this force. Could you
give it in the most specific terms possible? Be-
cause as many people have said, unless we know
exactly what the mission is, there could be a
disaster.

The President. Well, in fairness to the Presi-
dent of France, I thought that Americans might
hear that in his rhetoric. But keep in mind,
when the argument was made in Vietnam that
we couldn’t be humiliated, the argument was
there that we had to do more to Americanize
the war, that is, we were involved in Vietnam
supporting the side of the South Vietnamese
government in a conflict with the Vietcong and
North Vietnam on the other side.

In this case, the French President is taking
the position that the honor of the country is
eroded when U.N. personnel in blue helmets
can be taken prisoner at will and they have
no capacity to defend themselves. So he is not
suggesting that they should get involved in this
conflict in a military way on one side or the
other. He is suggesting, however, that they
ought to be able to move on the roads at will,
that they ought to be able to do what they’re
supposed to do under the U.N. mandate without
being taken prisoner, being shot at, being vic-
timized; and that the rapid reaction force is sup-
posed to be able to get them out of tights if
they get in it and to support them when they
need the support. He is not suggesting that the
rapid reaction force would increase the level
of military conflict or that there would be any
military initiative taken by that force.

Yes.
Q. The British have said that you here at

this summit have committed the U.S. to paying
its fair share of that rapid reaction force. Since
the Republican leadership has said that they
don’t want Congress to pony up the money,
just what options are available to you to come
up with that money? And secondly, by the Re-
publican leadership doing what they did in ad-

vance of the U.N. vote, does it unnecessarily
tie your hands in the conduct of foreign policy?

The President. No, in this case, I think, what
they did was to make it possible for me to
vote for an initiative that they agreed with in
principle but weren’t prepared to say they would
pay for. That is—let me back up and say—
there are two issues here. One is, under our
law, the President is plainly required to consult
with the Congress before agreeing to a course
of action that would require the expenditure
of money. You don’t have to agree with the
Congress, but at least you have to consult with
them.

President Chirac came in and said, ‘‘Look,
timing is of the essence, and we need a vote
on this, and we need it now.’’ So I called Sen-
ator Dole and Speaker Gingrich, and I have
no—we had a good conversation, and I have
no quarrel with the letter they sent, because
I said, ‘‘I don’t have time to do the consultations
if he is right and we need the vote now.’’

So the letter they sent to me said two things.
But the most important thing, apropos of your
point is, ‘‘You can do this, but our committee
chairmen have very serious reservations about
this mission, what its role is going to be, what
its function will be, and whether we should pay
for it. So if you do it, you have to know that
we are not committing in advance to appropriate
the money.’’

Now, what I told the British was, and what
I told all of my colleagues last night was, that
I would make my best efforts to secure funding
for it because I believe it’s the right thing to
do.

Now, the second issue I want to say is, as
you know, the leadership of the Republican
Party disagrees with our policy. They favor a
unilateral lift which would collapse the U.N.
mission. That’s what they think the right thing
to do is. But they know that the President has
to make foreign policy and that I have no inten-
tion of pursuing that for the reasons I have
already explained.

Q. [Inaudible]—and funding——
Q. Mr. President——
The President. We’re working on that.
Q. Since UNPROFOR is now unable to carry

out its mission to deliver humanitarian relief
to Sarajevo or to maintain the weapons exclusion
zone around the city and Sarajevo is once again
being strangled, why have you urged the
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Bosnian government not to use force to defend
itself?

The President. Well, first of all, my sympathies
are with them. I agreed to the statement that
we all signed off on last night because the
French and the British are doing their best to
get more troops there through the rapid reaction
force, which would permit the U.N. to fulfill
its mandate which includes opening Sarajevo,
and because I believe that has the best chance
of opening Sarajevo without other adverse con-
sequences to the Bosnians.

In other words, I tried to make sure that
resolution was carefully worded to say, right now
don’t increase hostilities, because I don’t believe
this is a good time to do that when we are
trying to strengthen the rapid reaction force and
when, if we are successful, they will be better
able to guarantee the openness of Sarajevo.

My sympathies with them are complete. They
have a right to want their city to be open. And
the Serbs have been shelling it on and off for
4 years whenever they could get away with it.
So I don’t agree with what’s going on. But if
the rapid reaction force works and the U.N.
mission can work again and Sarajevo can be
protected again, then I believe we’re better off,
and I believe, more importantly, they’re better
off if it can be done that way. I think there
will be fewer casualties, and I think their polit-

ical position will be stronger. That’s why I
agreed to support the settlement.

Q. [Inaudible]—lift the siege?
The President. I’m saying, no, that’s not their

job. Their job is to back up and protect the
U.N. mission. But I think it will show that the
U.N. mission will have a greater capacity to do
what the U.N. has authorized it to do, which
is to be able to get in and out of Sarajevo.

Now, that is not the same thing as saying
they will take a unilateral military action to lift
the siege, but then the Serbs and everybody
else, for that matter, will have to think about
the Blue Helmets in a little different way before
they just say, ‘‘I’m sorry, you can’t cross this
road; I’m sorry, we’re going to take you a pris-
oner; I’m sorry, we’re going to treat you like
dirt; I’m sorry, we’re going to ignore the U.N.’’

That is what President Chirac and Prime Min-
ister Major want to avoid having happen to their
troops again. And if it is seen in that light,
then I think at least we have to give them a
chance to try to make the U.N. mandate work
again.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President’s 99th news conference
began at 4:20 p.m. at Dalhousie University. In his
remarks, he referred to President Jacques Chirac
of France and U.S. Representative to the United
Nations Madeleine K. Albright.

Memorandum on Supporting the Role of Fathers in Families
June 16, 1995

Memorandum for the Heads of Executive
Departments and Agencies

Subject: Supporting the Role of Fathers in
Families

I am firm in my belief that the future of
our Republic depends on strong families and
that committed fathers are essential to those
families. I am also aware that strengthening fa-
thers’ involvement with their children cannot be
accomplished by the Federal Government alone;
the solutions lie in the hearts and consciences
of individual fathers and the support of the fami-
lies and communities in which they live. How-
ever, there are ways for a flexible, responsive

Government to help support men in their roles
as fathers.

Therefore, today I am asking the Federal
agencies to assist me in this effort. I direct all
executive departments and agencies to review
every program, policy, and initiative (hereinafter
referred to collectively as ‘‘programs’’) that per-
tains to families to:

• ensure, where appropriate, and consistent
with program objectives, that they seek to
engage and meaningfully include fathers;

• proactively modify those programs that
were designed to serve primarily mothers
and children, where appropriate and con-
sistent with program objectives, to explicitly
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